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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 7-28 are pending. 

2. The office acknowledges the following papers: 
Specification, arguments, and claims filed on 9/26/2006. 



Withdrawn objections 
3. The specification objections have been withdrawn due to amendment. 



Maintained Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 
(e) the invention was described in- 

(1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed in the United States 
before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the 
treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effect under this subsection of a national application 
published under section 122(b) only if the international application designating the United States was 
published under Article 21(2)(d) of such treaty in the English language; or 

(2) a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United. States before the 
invention by the applicant for patent, except that a patent shall not be deenned filed in the United 
States for the purposes of this subsection based on the filing of an international application filed under 
the treaty defined in section 351 (a). 

5. Claims 7-12 and 14-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(e) as being 
anticipated by Park et al. (U.S. 6,832,305). 

6. As per claim 7: 

Park disclosed a method, comprising: 

Fetching and decoding instructions in a first processor (Park: Figure 1 element 



120, column 3 lines 26-37)(The coprocessor is the first processor and has fetch and 
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decode abilities.); 

Detecting an unsupported instruction that is not executable by the first processor 
(Park: Figure 1 element 113, column 4 lines 1-30)(The predecoder detects instructions 
that are executable by the CPU and not executable by the coprocessor. Thus having 
the same functionality.); 

Executing said unsupported instruction in a second processor (Park: Figure 1 
element 110, column 3 lines 26-37); and 

Providing the first processor with a supported instruction that is executable in the 
first processor without the first processor fetching said instruction (Park: Figure 1 
elements 110 and 113, column 4 lines 31-48)(The CPU detects a coprocessor 
instruction by the predecoder, and sends it to the coprocessor without the coprocessor 
fetching the instruction. Thus having the same functionality.). 

7. As per claim 8: 

Park disclosed the method of claim 7 wherein providing the first processor with a 
supported instruction comprises loading the supported instruction in decode logic of the 
first processor (Park: Figure 1 elements 110 and 113, column 4 lines 31-48)(The 
instruction is loaded into the decoder of the coprocessor through the coprocessor 
instruction register.). 

8. As per claim 9: 

Park disclosed the method of claim 7 further comprising detecting patterns of 
supported and unsupported instructions yet to be executed to determine when to 
perform said providing the first processor with a supported instruction that is executable 
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in the first processor without the first processor fetching said instruction {Park: Figure 1 
element 113, column 4 lines 1-30)(The predecoder detects a supported instruction of 
the coprocessor and sends it to the coprocessor without it fetching the instruction.). 

9. As per claim 10: 

Park disclosed the method of claim 9 wherein said patterns comprise an 
unsupported instruction followed by less then a threshold number of consecutive 
supported instruction before the next unsupported instruction (Park: Figure 1 element 
113, column 4 lines 1-30). 

10. As per claim 11: 

Park disclosed a system, comprising: 

A first processor having fetch logic and decode logic, the first processor fetches 
supported instructions from memory using said fetch logic and decodes said supported 
instructions with said decode logic (Park: Figure 1 element 120, column 3 lines 26- 
37)(The coprocessor is the first processor and has fetch and decode abilities.); 

A second processor, the second processor executes unsupported instructions 
(Park: Figure 1 element 110, column 3 lines 26-37); 

Means for loading a supported Instruction in said decode logic of the first 
processor so that the first processor decodes but does not fetch the supported 
instruction (Park: Figure 1 elements 110 and 113, column 4 lines 31-48)(The CPU 
detects a coprocessor instruction by the predecoder, and sends it to the coprocessor 
without the coprocessor fetching the instruction. Thus having the same functionality ); 

Means for coordinating when said loading a supported instruction in said decode 
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logic of the first processor so tliat the first processor decodes but does not fetch the 
supported instruction occurs (Park: Figure 1 elements 110 and 113, column 4 lines 31- 
48)(The CPU detects a coprocessor instruction by the predecoder, and sends it to the 
coprocessor without the coprocessor fetching the instruction. Thus having the same 

functionality.). 

11. As per claim 12: 

Park disclosed the system of claim 1 1 wherein said means for loading a 
supported instruction in said decode logic of the first processor so than the first 
processor decodes but does not fetch the supported instruction comprises coupling the 
decode logic to a port addressable by the second processor, wherein the second 
processor fetches the supported instruction and loads said supported instruction in the 
decode logic of the first processor by accessing said port (Park: Figure 1 element 121, 
column 4 lines 31-48)(A port is an interface which data is transferred from one computer 
to another. The register file allows data to be transferred from one processor to 
another. Thus having the same functionality.). 

12. As per claim 14: 

Park disclosed the system of claim 1 1 wherein said means for coordinating when 
said loading a supported instruction in said decode logic of the first processor so that 
the first processor decodes but does not fetch the supported instruction occurs 
comprises a control program that examines patterns of supported and unsupported 
instructions yet to be executed and causes the first processor to switch between 
multiple instruction execution modes according to the patterns (Park: Figure 1 element 
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113, column 4 lines 1-30)(The predecoder detects a supported instruction of the 
coprocessor and sends it to the coprocessor without it fetching the instruction.), wherein 
said loading a supported instruction in the decode logic of the first processor so that the 
first processor decodes but does not fetch the supported instruction is one of said 
multiple instruction execution modes (Park: Figure 1 element 121, column 4 lines 31- 
48)(The CPU sending instructions to the coprocessor is one mode of execution.) 

13. As per claim 15: 

Park disclosed the system of claim 14 wherein said control program runs on the 
second processor (Park: Figure 1 element 113, column 4 lines 1-30)(The predecoder is 
located on the CPU.). 

14. As per claim 16: 

Claim 16 essentially recites the same limitations of claim 10. Therefore, claim 16 
is rejected for the same reasons as claim 10. 



New Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

15. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 
(e) the invention was described in- 

(1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed in the United States 
before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the 
treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effect under this subsection of a national application 
published under section 122(b) only if the international application designating the United States was 
published under Article 21 (2)(a) of such treaty in the English language; or 

(2) a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the 
invention by the applicant for patent, except that a patent shall not be deemed filed in the United 
States for the purposes of this subsection based on the filing of an international application filed under 
the treaty defined in section 351(a). 
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16. Claims 18-23 and 25-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 02(e) as being 
anticipated by Park et al. (U.S. 6,832,305). 

17. As per claim 18: 

Claim 18 essentially recites the same limitations of claim 7. Claim 18 additionally 
recites the following limitations: 

Detecting patterns of supported and unsupported instructions yet to be executed 
(Park: Figure 1 element 113, column 4 lines 1-30)(The predecoder detects a pattern of 
the next instruction to be executed being a coprocessor or processor instruction.). 

18. As per claim 19: 

The additional limitation(s) of claim 19 basically recite the additional iimitation(s) 
of claim 8. Therefore, claim 19 is rejected for the same reason(s) as claim 8. 

19. As per claim 20: 

The additional limitation(s) of claim 20 basically recite the additional limitation(s) 
of claim 9. Therefore, claim 20 is rejected for the same reason(s) as claim 9. 

20. As per claim 21: 

The additional limitation(s) of claim 21 basically recite the additional limitation(s) 
of claim 10. Therefore, claim 21 is rejected for the same reason(s) as claim 10. 

21. As per claim 22: 

Claim 22 essentially recites the same limitations of claim 1 1 . Claim 22 
additionally recites the following limitations: 

Means for coordinating when said loading a supported instruction in said decode 
logic of the first processor so that the first processor decodes but does not fetch the 
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supported instruction occurs comprises a control program that examines patterns of 
supported and unsupported instructions yet to be executed and causes the first 
processor to switch between multiple instruction execution modes according to the 
patterns (Park: Figure 4 element 113, column 4 lines 1-30)(The predecoder detects a 
pattern of the next instruction to be executed being a coprocessor or processor 
instruction. The coprocessor switches execution modes when a coprocessor instruction 
is detected on the processor. It switches from a mode of fetching, decoding, and 
executing coprocessor instructions in their entirety to a mode of receiving parts of 
coprocessor instructions from the processor to decode and execute.)- 

22. As per claim 23: 

The additional limitation(s) of claim 23 basically recite the additional limitation(s) 
of claim 12. Therefore, claim 23 is rejected for the same reason(s) as claim 12. 

23. As per claim 25: 

The additional limitation(s) of claim 25 basically recite the additional limitation(s) 
of claim 14. Therefore, claim 25 is rejected for the same reason(s) as claim 14. 

24. As per claim 26: 

The additional limitation(s) of claim 26 basically recite the additional limitation(s) 
of claim 15. Therefore, claim 26 is rejected for the same reason(s) as claim 15. 

25. As per claim 27: 

The additional limitation(s) of claim 27 basically recite the additional limitation(s) 
of claim 16. Therefore, claim 27 is rejected for the same reason(s) as claim 16. 
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Maintained Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC § 103 

26. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skiH in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

27. Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Park et 
al. (U.S. 6,832,305). 

28. As per claim 17: 

Park disclosed the system of claim 16. 

Park failed to teach wherein said threshold number is three. 

However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that the 
threshold number could be 3. By making the threshold 3, the coprocessor could disable 
fetching because it knows that instructions will be received from the CPU. Thus, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
have a threshold of 3 to avoid wasteful processing. 

29. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Park et 
al. (U.S. 6,832,305), in view of Chaudhry et al. (U.S. 6,681 ,31 8). 

30. As per claim 13: 

Park disclosed the system of claim 12. 

Park failed to teach wherein a switch permits said coupling the decode logic to 
the port addressable by the second processor. 
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However, Chaudhry disclosed wherein a switch permits said coupling the decode 
logic to the port addressable by the second processor (Chaudhry: Figure 1 element 110, 
column 4 lines 37-41 )(The switch is coupled to two processors and indirectly coupled to 
the decode unit in each of the processors.). 

An advantage of using a switch is that it can be turned off when it's not being 
used. This would be advantageous to Park's system of connecting data between the 
processors so that the bus line connecting the processors to transferring instructions 
could be turned off when it's not being used. One of ordinary skill in the art would have 
been motivated to use a switch between the processors to control data flow so that data 
isn't needlessly transferred between the processors. Thus, it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to implement a switch 
between the CPU and coprocessor of Park for the advantage of turning off the data flow 
between the two when it's not needed. 

New Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

31 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

32. Claim 28 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Park et 
al. (U.S. 6,832,305). 

33. As per claim 28: 
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The additional limitation(s) of claim 28 basically recite the additional limitation(s) 
of claim 17. Therefore, claim 28 is rejected for the same reason(s) as claim 17. 

34. Claim 24 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Park et 
al. (U.S. 6,832.305), in view of Chaudhry et al. (U.S. 6,681 ,31 8). 

35. As per claim 24: 

The additional limitation(s) of claim 24 basically recite the additional limitation(s) 
of claim 13. Therefore, claim 24 is rejected for the same reason(s) as claim 13. 

Response to Arguments 

36. The arguments presented by Applicant in the response, received on 9/26/2006 
are not considered persuasive. 

37. Applicant argues "Park failed to teach providing the first processor with a 
supported instruction that is executable in the first processor without the first processor 
fetching said instruction" for claims 7 and 1 1 . 

This argument is not found to be persuasive for the following reason. Applicant 
also pointed out that Park has part of the coprocessor instruction being fetched into the 
coprocessor fetch buffer, with the other half coming from the processor. The examiner 
agrees that this is the case, but disagrees that this doesn't read upon the claimed 
limitation. The claimed limitation recites the first processor not fetching the instruction, 
being the entire instruction and not half or part of the instruction. Since the coprocessor 
doesn't fetch the entire coprocessor instruction. Park still reads upon the claimed 
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limitation. Additionally for claim 1 1 , figure 4 shows the processor fetched part of the 
coprocessor instruction being sent to the decoder of the coprocessor. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

The following is text cited from 37 CFR 1.111 (c): In amending in reply to a 
rejection of claims in an application or patent under reexamination, the applicant or 
patent owner must clearly point out the patentable novelty which he or she thinks the 
claims present in view of the state of the art disclosed by the references cited or the 
objections made. The applicant or patent owner must also show how the amendments 
avoid such references or objections. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jacob Petranek whose telephone number is 571-272- 
5988. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:00-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Eddie Chan can be reached on (571) 272-4162. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Jacob Petranek 
Examiner, Art Unit 2183 




